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Abstract

Based upon a comprehensive approach to educational goal selection, a
national sampling of elementary school principals,. teachers, and parents
was compared over various demographic variables in terms of their goal
priorities. The demographic data were school-pupil population, size of
school commmity, racial-ethnic composition of student body, socio-economic
composition of school neighborhood, and geographic region of school. These
characteristics were analyzed with the priority ratings to determine char-
acteristics giving rise to priority differences. Such information is im-
portant for understanding the communication problems among the various

constituencies of a school and the reasons for characteristic group

pressures.




It has been previously mentioned that the original sample for the field

testing of the Elementary School Evaluation KIT: Needs Assessment (Hoepfner,

et al., 1970), hereafter referred to as the KIT, really consisted of two
parallel samples. One of thé samples was composed of 56 California schools,
and the second had 43 schools from the rest of the United States. While the
combination of these two separate samples would provide the advantageous
quality of a large sample size for statistical analyses, it could hardly be
said that such a sample was a representative national sample. It was felt
that the benefits which could be derived from having a representative national
sample outweighted the benefits of a large sample size. The guidelines for
what constituted a representative national sample were derived from informa-
tion from the 1970 census. This information consisted of percentages of the
total United States population which could be found in certain geographic
areas of the country. The procedure that was employed to align our final
sample to these percentages was fairly simple. Given the percentages that
were present in the sample from the states other than California, all that
remained was to determine how many schools should be taken from California.
The result was that six schools taken from the California sample would allow
the percentages irn this sample to resemble those in the census data. These
percentages and the composition of the geographic region can be found in
Table 1. It should be mentioned at this juncture that the selection of

the six schools from California was not done on a random basis. On the con-
trary, they were selected so as to increase the sample size of vérious groups
obtained when the analysis of demographic variables were to be performed.

For example, two of the schools that were selected had a high percentage
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of Mexican-Americans and were in rural arcas; later this would be useful in
comparisons among neighborhood types and racial-ethnic composition.

Before proceeding to a discussion of the analyses that were performed
on the ratings of the goal areas by the groups within these schools, one
other thing should be mentioned. While the KIT uses 106 different educa-
tional goals to be sorted and rated by the people from the schools, these
goals can logically be subordinated to 41 super-goal areas. The ratings
for the 41 areas were arrived at by averaging the ratings of the goals which
were subordinate to them. For example, the rating for super-goal area 1 was
determined by averaging the ratings of goals 1,.2, and 3 which compose it.
The advantagz of these parallel analyses is that. a greater level of generality
can be obtained with the results from the 41 goals while specific trends and

differences can be found in the data provided by the 106 goals.

Statistical Analysis

The data which were returned from the field test schools consisted of the
rating of the 106 goals by each person who was either a principal, teacher, or
parent. For each school, and for each group within the school, these ratings
were averaged. This resulted in three sets of average ratings on 106 goals for
each school. Unfortunately, not all the schools. had all three groups partici-
pate in the sorting and rating process. The final sample had average ratings
from principals of 49 schools, average teacher ratings from 47 schools, and
the average parent ratings from 44 schools.

The first and perhaps most important question. asked from this data was
'"Do these three groups diffef in the ratings of the educational goals?' The

answer to this question was sought through the use of analysis of variance.
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The design employed was a simple une-way analysis of variance with three groups.
The dependent variables were the set of 706 goal ratings and the set of 41 goal
ratings. The results of this analysis cau be found in Tables 2 and 3.

The results of the univariate analysis of variance for the 41 goal areas
are rather clear. There are 12 analyses that yielded F-ratios that had pro-
babilities of .01 or less. In addition to these there are 4 more F-ratios
that have a probability of less than .05. With this many significant F-ratios
it would certainly seem that there are indeed different. views between principal,
teacher, and parent as to the importance of certain educational goals. In addi-
tion to the univariate F-ratios, a multivariate analysis of variance was per-
formed on these 41 ratings. This yielded a multivariate F-rﬁtiq that was
also highly significant. (p«< .0001). |

As can be seen in Table 3, the results of the univariate F-ratios‘on‘\
the 106 goal ratings yielded much the same pattern. There were 22 F-ratios\m
with probability less than .01, and 16 more F-ratios with probability less
than .05. Due to iimitations in the multivariate computer program it was
~not possible to perform a multivariate test on the ratings of the entire
set of 106 goals.

Whiie the quoting of how many F-ratios are significant is all well and
good, just what do these results mean? In order to get a better grasp on
the situation, it was necessary to examine the mean ratings of the groups,
both for the 41 super-goals and for the 106 individual goals. Looking par-
ticularly at those super-goals which yielded significant F-ratios it seemed
that an interesting pattern arose. The teachers and principals gave higher
mean ratings than did the parents to'goals in the affective domain, i.e.,

Temperament-Personal, Temperament-Social, .and Attitudes. It also seemed




-4-

that the principals and teachers had a tendency to value more highly gosals
which called for appreciation of developing an interest in something, thus
they rated the goals, Reading Appreciation and Response, Scientific Approach,
and Music Appreciation and Interest higher than the parents. The parents on
the other hand valued goals such as History and Civics, Foreign Language and
Geometry (goals with which they were highly familiar) to a greater extent
than the other two groups. It is also interesting to note that while the
principals and teachers were uniform in their low ratings of the religious
goals, the parents gave these goals a fair amount more importance.

While we have answered the question of whether or not the three groups
agree on their ratings of all the individual goals, as yet there has been

- no examination of concordance of overall ratings and rankings of the entire
set of goals. That is, while we know that the groups may disagree as to the
actual numerical value assigned to a goal, do they disagree as to its rank
and its place amongst all the other goals? .The answer to this question was
sought by employing correlation analysis.

Specifically, the mean rating and ranking for each of the 41 goals, and
also separately for the 106 goals, were correlated for the three groups. The
results of this analysis can be found in Tables 4 and 5. It can be seen from
the very high values of these correlation coefficients that there is a great
deal of consistency in the ratings and rankings of the goals among the three
groups. It can also be seen that the principals and teachers tend to rate
and rank the goals in a more similar manner than any other pair of the
three groups.

Before turning to an examination of possible influences in ratings of the

goals due to various demographic variables, I feel that perhaps some summa>y
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of the above results should be made. It would seem that while the three groups
may disagree on the rating of a particular goal or goal area, there is still a
high degree of agreement on the importance and place of goals when asked to order
a complete set of goals. Perhaps there is more harmony between these groups than
one would have thought.

In addition to the goal ratings which the schools returned, the principal
also filled out a short questionnaire which investigated demographic charac-
teristics of his school. The variables involved were: 1) geographic region
of tlie school, 2) type of neighborhood the school served, 3) racial-ethnic
composition of the student body, 4) size of the school, i.e., number of
students, and 5) the professional background of the parents. The purpose
of acquiring this data was to investigate the possible differences in the
priority ratings of the groups defined by these demographic variables. The
particular vehicle employed to find these differences was once again analysis
of variance. This time however, the design was a two-way analysis of variance.
One factor was the demographic variable, while the second factor was group
membership, i.e., principal, teacher, or parent. In this way the effect of
differences among groups was removed from differences arising from the demo-
graphic variables. The ratings for both the 41 and 106 goals were analyzed in
this fashion; the F-ratios for the significance test for each of the demographic
variables can be found in Tables 6 and 7.

In order to reduce the amount of repetitiveness in the results of the
following analyses, only the results of the analyses of the 41 goals will
be discussed. This is done since the pattern of significance is basically
the same fiom the analysis of the 106 gbals. The results of the analysis

of the 106 goals are separated however.
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The variable called school size defined three groups: 1) small: less than
400 students, 2) moderate: 400-700 students, and 3) large: more than 700
students. With the 41 goals as dependent variables, there was only one F-ratio
with a probability of .01, and only four with probabilities of .05 or less. In
each of these cases the large schools had higher mean goal ratings than did the
other two school sizes. Perhaps there is more emphasis on subject-matter type
courses in larger schools.

The next variable to be examined was type.of neighborhood: 1) rural,
2) residential area or suburb of city, 3) small town or city, and 4) inner
part of the city. This variable produced four F-ratios that were significant
at the .0] level. It seems that residential suburb and inmer city schools
rated the goals of Creativity, Memory, and Reading Interprétation more highly
than the other neighborhood types.. For the area of Scientific Processes, the
residential suburb schools gave distinctly higher .ratings than any other group.
The third demographic variable was racial composition of the student
body. This variable was recoded so as to produce two comparisons. The first
varied in percentage of minority students, regardless of the type of minority.
The second coding resulted in a comparison between schools that were 95% or
more White, schools with. a substantial percentage of Blacks and third, schools
with a large percentage of Mexican-Americans. The first coding produced
no F-ratios which were significant at the .0l probability level. However,
two such values did occur for the second coding. Interestingly, the goals
involved were Music Appreciation and Interest and Scientific Processes. In
the casc: of Music Appreciation, schools which had a large percentage of
Blacks rated this goal more important than did the schools which were heavily

White or Mexican-American. In the case of Scientific Processes, the schools

8
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which were heavily White gave much more importance to this area than did the
Black or Mexican-American schools.

Professional background of 'the parents was used in an effort to get a
handle on socio-economic status. Unfortunately, this variable which had eight
groups varying in percentage composition of professional workers, ‘white collar
workers, blue collar workers, and unskilled workers showed only one F-ratio
that was significant. The particular goal area was Scientific Approach. “The
mean showed a general tendency to decrease in size as the percentage of blue
collar or unskilled laborers increased.

The last demographic variable which was investigated involved geographic
region. This variable was defined so as to yield 5 groups based upon combina-
tions of the nine regions of the country used by the U. S. Census Bureau.
Once again there is only one significant F-ratio, this for the goal of
Foreign Language Assimilation. This difference seems to be caused by the
fact that although all thke regions rate this goal fairly low, the eastern
seaboard region rates it significantly less important than the rest of the
country.

The surprising thing about the analysis of the influence of these demo-
graphic variables on the goal ratings is the lack of statistical significance.
It would seem that these is little influence due to such demographic variables
as geographic region, school size, or even racial composition. It would seem
that only neighborhood type produced any consistent influence on the goal
ratings. It cannot be due to a pure SES factor since professional background
did not produce similar results. It would seem that a school should take into
account the type of meighborhood it sefves before using the results from the

present sample.
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SUMMARY

Based upon the comprehensive Q-sort approach to educational goal selection
and priority placement that was developed at CSE and the previously described
nation-wide sampling of principals from 49 elementary schools, teachers from
47 elementary schools, and parents from 44 elementary schools, comparisons
were made over the various constituency and demographic groups in terms of
their goal priorities.

Mean priority ratings were obtained for each sample of raters and for
the total sample. Comparisons among the samples were investigated in order
to see how the samples differ in values and where the largest value differ-
ences exist. Such information was deemed important for understanding the
problems of communication among the various constituencies within a school
and the reasons for characteristic group pressures. The findings indicate
that there is great agreement in the priority values set among all three
groups, but that slight variations in the priority orders reflect certain
expectable characteristics of the constituents. Principals seem to have a
broad view of student outputs, whlle teachers appear to be motivated by the
desire for well-behaved students (understandable in terms of their daytime
experiences), and parents seem to want the traditional subject-matter
achievements that they themselves understand and were educated for.

In addition, the following demographic data were collected for each of
the schools who participated in the national survey of needs: school-pupil
population, size of commmity in which the school functions, racial-ethnic
composition of the student body, socio-economic composition of the neighbor-
hood served by the school, and the geggraphic region of the nation in which

the school and commmity are located. These characteristics were all
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analyzed with the findings of the priority ratings in order to determine charac-
teristics giving rise to priority differences. Such characteristic differences,
aside from their interesting nature, allow for a better estimation of goal pri-
orities for any school without actually engaging in a needs-assessment evaluation.
Special attention was directed at the effects of the racial-ethnic, socio-
economic, and geographic characteristics of the schools, as the findings would
shed light upon potentially critical differences between locally perceived and
nationally perceived educational needs. (Such differences must be known by
local, state; and national policy makers if their policies are to reflect the
best interests of the students.) Surprisingly these demographic variable
seemed to have little influence on the priority ratings of the goals. It would
seem therefore that the results of the overall priority ratings obtained from
this sample might be expected. to represent a.general setting of priorities in

this country.




Table 1

Percentage Composition of United States and Field Test Sample

Regions %.in Population % in Sample
New England 05.83 3.8%

Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island,

Connecticut

Middle Atlantic 18.28 21.1%
New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania

East North Central 19.81 13.4%

Ohto, Indiana, Illinois,
Michigan Wisconein

West North Central 8.03 17.3%
Minnesota, Iowa, Missoiuit,
North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebraska, Kansas

South Atlantic 15.09 13.4%
Delaware, Maryland, District of
Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina,
Georgia, Florida

East South Central 6.30 3.8%
Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama,
Misstssippt

West South Central 9.'50 7.6%
Arkansas, .Lowisiana, Oklahoma,
Texas

Mountain 4.07 15.3%
Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado,
. New Mewico, Arizona, Utdh, Nevada

Pacific 13.05 . 3.8%
Washington, Oregon, California, '
Alaska, Hawaii

12
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance on ratings of 41 goals
Principal vs. Teacher vs. Parent

UNIVARIATE F P LESS THAN
1. Temperament - Personal 5.2278 0.G065
2. Temperament - Social 3.5409 0.0317
3. Attitudes 4.4621 0.0133
4. Needs and Interests 1.2491 0.2900
5. Valuing Arts and Crafts 1.4373 0.2411
6. Producing Arts and Crafts 1.5614 0.2136
7. Understanding Arts and Crafts 6.5193 0.0020
8. Reasoning 1.1229 0.3283
9. Creativity 0.4758 0.6225
10. Memory 1.0661 0.3472
11. Foreign Language Skills 39.7969 0.0001
12. Foreign Language Assimilation 25.5055 0.0001
15. Language Construction 0.8677 0.4223
14, Reference Skills 1.6444 0.1969
15. Arithmetic Concepts 1.4595 0.2360
16. Arithmetic Operations 1.9098 0.1521
17. Mathematical Applications 2.9470 0.0559
18. Geometry 4.9694 0.0083
19. Measurement 0.6995 0.4987
20. Music Appreciation and Interest 4.1192 0.0184
21. Music Performance 0.0286 0.9718
.22. Music Understanding 3.6417 0.0288
23, Health and Safety 3.0674 0.0498
24. Physical Skills 4.4569 0.0134
25. Sportsmanship 0.8850 0.4152
26. Physical Education 0. 3066 0.7365
27. Oral-Aural Skill. 0.8686 0.4219
28. Word Recognition 1.2951 0.2772
29. Reading Mechanics 1.6837 0.1895
30. Reading Comprehension 0.5459 0.5806
31. Reading Interpretation 0.7645 0.4676
32. Reading Appreciation and Response  3.1841 0.0445
33. Religious Knowledge 19.9363 0.0001
: 34. Religious Belief 8.6924 0.0003
| 35. Scientific Processes 1.9575 0.1452
o 36. Scientific Knowledge 0.5099 0.6017
{ 37. Scientific Appreoac 4.6172 0.0115
i 38. History and Civics 4.6590 0.0111
g 39. Geography 1.1138 0.3313
! 40. Sociology 2.5666 0.0805
41. Application of Social Studies . 1.0720 0.3452

DEGREES OF FREEDOM FOR HYPOTHESIS = 2
i DEGREES OF FREEDOM FOR ERROR = 137.

F-RATTO FOR MILTTVARTATE TEST OF EQUALITY OF MEAN VECTORS = 4.3541°
D.F. = 82, AND 194.0000 P LESS THAN 0.0001

13
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Table 3
Analysis of Variance on 106 Goals for Three Groups

| A
-

Educational Goal Univariate F P Less Than
1. Shyness-Boldness 4.5300 0.0125
2. Neuroticism-Adjustment 6.1456 0.0028 .

~3. General Activity-Lethargy 2.4978 0,0860
4. Dependence- Independence 3.0365 0.0513
~5. Hostility-Friendliness 2.1975 0.1150
6. Socialization-Rebelliousness 0.2450 0.7831
~7. School Orientation 13,1222 0.0001
8. Self-Esteem . 1.3078 0.2738
9. Need Achievement 1.0545 0.3512
T10. Interest Areas | 0.3683 0.6926
1I. Appreciation of Arts and Crafts 2,3902 0.0955
12, Involvement in Arts and Crafts 0.6058 0.5472
I3, Representational Skill in Arts and Crafts 2.2165 0.1129,
14, Expressive Skill in Arts and Crafts 4.2283 0.0166
15, Arts and Crafts Comprehension 6.1962 0.0027
16. Developmental. Understanding of Arts and Crafts 1.8884 0.1I553
17, Classificatory Reasoning ; 2.4722 0.0882
18. Relational-Implicational Reasoning . 0.3444 0.7093
19. Systematic Reasoning. 0.0876 0.9162
20. Spatial Reasoning. 0,6578 0.5197
21. Creative Flexibility 0.4191 0.6585
22. Creative Fluency. 4.9413 0.0085
23. Span and Serial Memory 2.0021 0.1390
24, Meaningful Memory 0.1492 0.8616
. 25, Spatial Memory 39.0674 0.0001
26. Reading Comprehension of a Foreign Language 29.9127 0.0001
'27. Oral Comprehension of a Foreign Language 21.9361 0.0001
28. Speaking. Fluency. in a Foreign Language. 24,4159 0.0001
29, Writing Fluency. in. a. Foreign Language. 3.3195 u.039T
30. Cultural Insight through a Foreign Language 23.0538 0.0001
31. Tnterest,in.and.Appiication of a Foreign Lang. 1.4148° 0.2465

—
—— p——
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Table 3 (cont'd)

. Group Activity - Sportsmanship

0.5010

Educational Goal Univariate F P Less Than
33. Punctuation 1.2432 0.2917
34, Capitalization 1.3139 0.2721
35. Grammar and Usage 4,1460 0.0179
36. Penmanship - 5.7003 0.0042
37. Written Expression 0.8540 0.4280

38, Independent Application of Writing Skill 1.3845 0.2539
39. Use.of Data. Sources. as. Reference Skill 1.4521 0.2377
40. Summarizing Information. for Reference 3.0704 0.0497
41. Comprehension of Numbers and Sets in Mathematics 20,1309 0.0091
42, Comprehension. of Positional Notation in Math. 0.3094 —0.7345
43, Comprehension of. Equations and Inequalities 1.4517 0.2378
44, Comprehension of Number Principles 4,7508 0.0102
45. Operations with Integers 0.3974 0.6729
46. Operations. with Fractions 3.2129 0.0433
47, Operations. with Decimals. and Percents. 2.5608 0.0810
48, Mathematical Problem Solving 1.4666 0.2343
49. Independent Application of Mathematicel Skills 3.7962 0.0249

50, Geometric Facility 4.5138 0.0127
51. Geometric Vocabulary 5,0325 0.0078
52. Measurement Reading: and Making 1,1913 0.3069
53, Statistics 1.2226 0.2977
54, Music Appreciation. 1.6498 0.1959
55. Music iaterest. and. Enjoyment 6.8992 0.0014
56. Singing 1.3133 0.2723
57. Musical Instrument Playing. 5.8603 0.0037
58. Dance (Rhythmic Response) 2.1602 0.1192
59. Aural ldentification of Music 2.8596 0.0608
60. Music Knowledge 2.6618 0.0735
61. Practicing Health and Safety Principles 8.4046 0.0004
62. Understanding Health and Safety Principles 0.3211 0.7260
63. Sex Education . 0.6095 0.5452
64. Muscle Control (Physical Education) 3.9400 0.0217
65. Physical Development and Well-Being (Phys. Educ.)  2.9221 0.0572

0.6071




Table 3 (cont'd)

Educational Goal Univariate F P Less Than

68. Understndg. Rules and Strategies of Sports § Games .1975 0.1150

69. Knowledge of Pnys-Ed. Apparatus and Equipment .3794 0.6850

70. Listening Reaction and Response to Reading 3277 0.2685

71. Speaking .2312 0.2952

72. Phonetic Recognition .7252 0.4861

A

73. Structural Recognition .8535 0.0611

“74. Oral Reading .5975 0.0019

75. Silent Reading Efficiency .2022 0.1145

77. Understanding Ideational Complexes .1759 0.1175

78. Remembering Information Read ,6309 0.5337

79. Inference Making from Reading Selections .5825 0.2092

80. Recognition of Literary Devices. .3805 0.0963

2
0
1
1
0
2
6
2
“76. Recognition of Word Meanings. 0.1380 0.8713
2
0
1
2
3
0
0
9

81. Critical Reading .5416 0.0317
82. Attitude toward Reading .4235 0.6557
~83. Attitude and Behavior Modification from. Reading. .1190 0.8879
84. Famlllarlty.W1th.Standard.Chlldren.s.therature 2127 0.0002
85. Religious Knowledge - , ‘ 20.2932 0.0001
86. Religious Belief ' 8.8283 0.0003
~87. Observation and Description in Science 1.1727 0.3126
88. Use of Numbers and Measures in Science 0.0000 1.0000
89. Classification and Generalization in Science 1.2515 0.2893
90. Hypothesis Formation in Science 4,3129 0.0153
“91. Operational Definitions in Science 0.4459 0.6412
~92. Experimentation in Science - 4.0961 0.0188
93. Formulation of Generalized Conclusions in Science  4.0475 0.0196
04, Knowledge of Scientific Facts and Terminology. 2.6245 0.0762
95. The Nature and Purpose of Science 3.1968 0.0440
96. Science Interest and Appreciation | 1.7399 0.1794
“97. Application of Scientific Methods to. Life 4.6205 0,0115
98. Knowledge of History — 6.6203 0,0018
99.  Knowledge of Governments 1.7982 0.1695

Eﬁhg 100. KnoWledge of Physical Geography 0.9453 0.3912
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Table 3 (cont'd)

Educational Goal Univariate F P Less Than
101. Knowledge of Socio-Economic Geography. 1.3555 0.2613
102. Cultural Knowledge 1.5838 0.2089
103. Social Organization Knowledge 2.7186 0.0696
104. Research Skills. in Social Sciences. 3.1665 0.0453
105. Citizenship 16.5756 0.0001
106. Interest in Social Studies 0.2008 0.8134




Table 4

Correlation of Mean Ratings on 41 Goals for Three Groups

Principals Teachers Parents
Principals 1.00 .973 .916
Teachers 973 1.00 .970
Parents .916 .970 1.00

Correlation of Mean Rankings on 41 Goals for Three Groups

Principals Teachers Parents
Principals. : 1.00 . 964 .926
Teachers .964 1.00 .974

Parents .926 974 1.00




Table 5

Correlation of Mean Ratings on 106 for the Three Groups

Principals Teachers Parents
Principals 1.00 .985 o .947
Teachers .985 1.00 .974
Parents . 947 .974 1.00

Correlation of Mean Rankings on 106 for the Three Groups

Principals Teachers Parents
Principals . 1.00 .981 . 947
Teachers | . 98; 1.00 .972
Parents . 947 .972 1.00
‘ 19
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